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Seminar 1:Wednesday 13 January 1971

| ".[Lacan writes on the board]

D’un discours qui ne serait pas du semblant

(On a discourse that might not be a semblance)

A discourse, it is not mine that is at stake. I think I made you sense

well enough last year what should be understood by this term

discourse. 1 remind you of the discourse of the Master and what we

could call its four positions, the dlsplacements of its terms with

structure; reduced to being tetrahedral. I left whoever
.slidings

respect to a
wanted to work on it to specify what motivates... these ..
(glissements) which could have been more diversified, I reduced

them to four. If no one has worked on it, I will perhaps this year give

an indication in passing about the privileged status of these four.

T only took up these references with respect to what was my end,

stated under the title of The reverse side of psychoanalysis. The

discourse of the Master is not the reverse side of psychoanalysis, itis

where there is demonstrated the torsion that is proper, I would say, to

the discourse of psychoanalysis, what ¢ ensures that this discourse

poses the question of a front and a back (un endroit et un envers)

because you know the importance, the emphasis, that is put in the

ever since Freud stated it, the importance and the stress that is
you to

theory,
put on the notion-of double inscription. Now what I wanted
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put your finger on, is the possibility of a double inscription, on the '
front, on the back without an edge being crossed. It is the structure
well known for a long time, that I only. had to use, which is called the

Moebius strip.

(10) These places and these elements, are where there is outlined that
what is properly speaking discourse, can in no way be referred from a
subject, even though it determines him. This, no doubt, is the
ambiguity of that through which I introduced what I thought I should
make understood within psychoanalytic discourse. Remember my
terms, at the period that I entitled a certain report as the function and
field of speech and language in psychoanalysis. At that time I wrote
intersubjectivity, and God knows the number of false tracks that the
statement of terms like that can give rise to. I hope I will be excused
for having been the first to make these tracks. I'was not able to go
ahead except through a misunderstanding. Inter, certainly, in effect,
is the only thing that subsequently allowed me to talk about an inter-
significance (intersignifi jance), subjectivity from its consequences,
the signifier being what represents a subject for another signifier
where the subject is not. This indeed is how it is, because of the fact
that where he is represented he is absent, that nevertheless being
represented, he thus finds himself divided. As for discourse, it is not
simply that it can henceforth only be judged in the light of its
unconscious sources, it is also the fact that it can no longer be stated
as anything else than what is articulatéd from a structure where
somewhere he finds himself alienated in an irreducible fashion.
Hence my introductory statement: On a discourse — 1 stop — it is not
mine. It is from this statement, a discourse not being able, as such, to
bea dlscourse of any particular person, but being founded from a
structure, an d from the emphasis that is given by the division, the
shdmg of certain of its terms, it is from this that I am starting this

year for what is entitled “On a discourse that will not be a

semblance”.
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For those who were not able last year to follow these statements
whjch were made previously, I indicate that the appearance, which
dates already for more than a month, of Scilicet 2/3, will give them
the written references. Scilicet 2/3, because it is a writing, it is an
event, if not an advent of discourse. First of all by the fact, that it is
the one that I find myself to be the instrument of, without avoiding
the fact that it requires the pressure of your numbers, in other words
that you should be there and very precisely, under this aspect, a
singular aspect of which creates this pressure, undoubtedly with, let
us say, the incidences of our history which is something that can be
touched, which renews the question of what is involved in discourse
in so far as it is the discourse of the Master, this something that can
only be made of something that one questions oneself about in
naming it. Do not go on too quickly to make use of the word
revolution. But it is clear that it is necessary to discern what it is in
(11) short that allows me to pursue my statements, with thls formula
Ona discourse whzch will not be a semblance. Two features are to
be noted here in this number of Scilicet. I put to the test, after all,
more or less, something which is moreover my d1scourse of last year,
in a setting which precisely is characterised by the absence of what I
called this pressure of your presence. And to give it its full emphasis,
I will say it in these terms, what this presence signifies, I would
pinpoint as a pressurised surplus enjoying (plus-de-jouir pressé).
Because it is precisely from this figure that there can be judged, if it
goes beyond a discomfort, as they say, as regards too much
semblance in the discourse in which you are inscribed, the University
discourse, the one that is easy to denounce for neutrality, for
example, that this discourse cannot claim to be sustained by a
competiﬁve selection when all that is at stake are signs that are
addressed to those who are in the know, in terms of a formation of
the subject, when it is something quite different that is at stake.
Nothing allows us to go beyond this kind of discomfort of
semblances - so that something can be hoped for which allows us to

get out of it - than to posit that a certain style, that a certain style that
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is required in the advancement of a discourse, does not split, ina
dominant position in this discourse, what is involved in this triage,
these globules of surplus enjoying, in the name of which you find
yourselves caught up in the University discourse. It is precisely that
someone, starting from the analytic discourse, places himself with
respect to you in the position of an analysand. This is not new, I
already said it but no one paid any attention to it. This is what
constitutes the originality of this teaching. This is what justifies what
you contribute to it by your pressure and that is why in speaking on
the radio, I-put to the test this subtraction precisely of this presence,
of this space into which you press yourselves, cancelled out and
replaced by the pure It exists (1 exzste) of this inter-significance that
spoke about earlier in order that the subject can vacillate in it. Itis ‘

simply a switching of points towards something whose possible
import we will learn in the future.

There is another feature of what I called this event, this advent of
dlscourse, it is th15 pnnted thing that is called Scilicet, it is,asa
certain number already know, that people write in it without signing.
What does that mean? That each of these names that are putina
column on the last page of these three issues that constitute one year,
can be permuted with each of the others, affirming in this way that no
discourse can be that of an author. This is a wager. Here, it speaks
(¢a parle). Inthe other case, it is... here the future will tell if it is the
formula that, let us say, in five or six years all the other journals will

adopt. I mean the good journals. It is a gamble, we shall see!

(12) I am not trying in what I am saying to escape from what is
experienced, sensed in my statements, as accentuating, as sticking to
the artefact of discourse. This means of course, it is the least that can
be said, that doing this rules out my claiming to cover all of it, it
cannot be a system and in this regard it is not a philosophy. It is clear
that for whoever takes from the angle that analysis allows us to renew

what is involved in discourse, this implies that one moves around, |
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would say, in a désunivers, it is not the same thing as divers (diverse).
But I would not even reject this diverse and not simply because of |
what it implies in terms of diversity, but-of what it also implies in
terms of diversion. It is very clear also that I am not talking about
everything. It is even in what I state, it resists anyone saying
everything about it. You can put your finger on that every day. Even
on the fact that I state that [ am not saying everything, that is
something different, as I already said, that comes from the fact that

the truth is only a half-saying.

This discourse then, which limits itself to acting only in the artefact,

~ is in short bnly the prolongation of the position of the analyst, in so

far as it is defined by putting the weight of its surplus enjoying at a
certain place. It is nevertheless the position that here I cannot sustain,
very precisely by not being in this position of the analyst. As I said
earlier, except for the fact that you lack knowledge about it, it is
rather you who will be in it, by the pressure of your numbers. This
havmg been said, what can be the import of what, in thls reference, I

am stating?

On a discourse which might not be a semblance, that can be stated

from my place and in function of what I prevxously stated. It is a fact

in any case that [ am stating it. Note that it is a fact also because 1
state it. You may be completely hoodwmked by it, namely, think that
there is nothing more than the fact that I am stating it. Only, if I
spoke in connection with discourse about the artefact, it is because
for discourse, there is no fact, as I nﬁght say, already there, there is
only a fact from the fact of saying it, the stated fact is entirely a fact
of discourse. This is what I am desigﬁating by the term artefact, and
of course, this is what has to be reduced. Because if I speak about
artefact, it is pot to give rise in it to the idea of something that might
be different, a nature, that you would be wrong to get engaged in with
a view to tackling its obstacles, because you would never get out of

it. The question is not set up in the terms: is it or is itwot discourse, '

N
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but in the following: it is said or it is not said. I start from what is
said, in a discourse whose artefact is supposed to be sufficient for you
to be there; a cut here, because I am not adding, that you should be
(13) here in the state of pressurised surplus enjoying. 1 said a cut
because it is questionable whether it is already as pressurised surplus
enjoying that my discourse gathers you together. It is not decidéd,
whatever one or other may think, that it is this discourse, the one
made up of the series of statements that I present you, that places.you
where? In this position from which it can be questioned by the “not
talking” of the discourse which might not be a semblance.

D’un semblant, what does that mean in this statement? A-semblance
of discourse, for example. You know that this is the position

described as logical positivism. The fact is that if starting from a
signifier, to be put to the test of something that decides by yes.or no,
what cannot present itself for this test, this is what is defined as
meaning nothing. And with that, people think they have finished

with a certain number of questions described as metaphysical. This is )
certainly not what I hold to. I want to point out to you that the
position of logical positivism is untenable, in any case starting from

analytic experience in particular.

If analytic experience finds itself implicated by taking its claims to
nobility from the Oedipal myth, it is indeed because it preserves the
cutting edge of the oracle’s enunciation, and I would say more, that in
it interpretation always remains at the same level. It is only true by
its consequences, like every oracle. Interpretation is not put to the
test of a truth that can be settled by a yes or a no, it unleashes truth as
such. Tt is true only in so far as it is truly followed. We will see later
that the schemas of implicatidn, I mean of lc?gical implication, in their
most classical form, these schemas themselves require the fdundation
* of this truthfulness in so far as it belongs to the word, even if it is
properly speaking senseless. The passage from the moment where

the truth is settled by its'simple unleashing, to that of a logic that is
AN
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going to try to embody this truth, is precisely the moment when

discourse, qua representative of representation, is dismissed,

_ disqualified. But if it can be so, it is because some part of it is always

there, and this is what is called repression. It is no longer a
representation that it represents, it is this continuation of discourse

that is characterised as effect of truth.

- The effect of truth is not a semblance. The Oedipus complex is there
" toteach i1_s, if you will allow me, to teach us that it is red blood. Only

there you are, red blood does not reject the semblance, it colours it, it
makes it re-semble (re-semblant), it propagates it. A little bit of
sawdust and the circus starts up again. This indeed it is why it is at
(14) the level of the artefact of the structure of discourse, that the
question can be raised about a discourse that might not be a
semblance. In the meantime, there is no semblance of discourse,
there is no meta-language to judge it, there is no Other of the Other,

there is no true of the true.

I amused myself one day by makmg the truth speak. Iask where is
the paradox, what could be more true than stating ‘I am lying’? The
classical quibbling that is stated under the term of paradox is only
embodied if you put this I am lying on papé'r, as sométhing written.
Everyone knows that there is nothing truer that one can say on some
occasions than to say: ‘I am lying’. It is even very certainly the only
truth that in this case is not broken (brisée). Everyone knows that in
saying: ‘I am not lying’, one is absolutely not protected from saying
something false. What does that mean? The truth that is at stake,
when it speaks, the one that I said sﬁeaks I, which states itself as an

oracle, who spgaks?

This semblance is the signifier in itself. Who can fail to see that what
characterises this signifier that, as far as linguists are concerned, I use
in a way that embarrasses them, there were some who wrote these

lines designed to clearly warn that undoubtedly Ferdinand de

N
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Saussure did not have the slightest idea about it. What do' we know
about it? Ferdinand de Saussure was like me, he did not say
everything; the proof is that people found in his papers, things that
were never said in his classes. People think that the signifier is a nice
lttle thing that has been tamed by structuralism, people think that it is
the Other, gua Other, and the battery of signifiers, and everything that
I explain, of course. Naturally it comes down from heaven, because

from time to time I am an idealist!

Artefact, 1 said initially; naturally, the artefact, it is absolutely certain
that it is our everyday fate that we find it at every street corner,
within reach of the slightést gestures of our hands. If there is
something that is a sustainable, or at least sustained discourse,
specifically that of science, it is perhaps no harm to remember that it
started very specially from the consideration of semblances. The |
start of scientific thinking, I am talking about history, what isit? The
observation of the stars, what is it if not the constellation, namely, the
very type of a semblance. What do the first steps of modern physics
turn arqund at the start? Not, as is believed, elements, bécause the
elements, the four and even if you wish to add a fifth essence, are
already discourse, philosophical discourse, and how! They are
(15) atmospheric phendmena (météores). Descartes wrote a T raité
des Météores. The decisive step, one of the decisive steps turned
around the théory of the rainbow, and when I talk about a meteor, itis
something that is defined by being qualified as such as a semblance.
No one has ever believed that the rainbow, even among the most
primitive people, that the rainbow was something there, set up ina
curve. It is questioned as an atmospheric phenomenon. The most
characteristic atmospheric phenomenon, the most original one, the
one that without any doubt is linked to, has the very structure of
discourse, is thunder. IfI ended my Rome discourse on the evocation
of thunder, it is absolutely not like that, by fantasy, no Name of the
Father is tenable without thunder, and everyone knows very well that

we do not even know what thunder is the sign of. It is the very figure
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of the semblance. This is why there is no semblance of discourse,

everything that is discourse, can only present itself as semblance, and

‘nothing is built on it that is not at the basis of this something that is

called signifier, which, in the light in which I put it forward for you
today, is identical to this status as such of the semblance.

On a discourse that will not be a semblance; for it to be stated, it is
necessary then that this a semblance can in no way be c‘ompleted by
reference to discourse. It is something else that is at stake, the
referent no doubt! Restrain yourselves a little bit. This refereﬁt is
probably not immediately an object, because precisely what that
means, is that this referent, is precisely what is walking around. The
semblance in which the discourse is identiéal to itself, is at the level
of the term semblance, it is the semblance in nature. It is not for
nothing that I reminded you that no discourse that evokes nature ever
did anything other than start from what in nature is a semblance.
Because nature is full of them. I am not talking about animal nature,
whmh quite obviously superabounds with them. This is even what
ensures that there are gentle dreamers who think that the entire
animal nature, from fish to birds, sings divine praises, it is self-
evident. Every time they open like that, something, a mouth, an
operculum, it is a manifest semblance, nothing requires there to be
gaps. When we go into something whose efficacy has not been |
settléd, for the simple reason that we do not know how it has come
about that there were, as I might say, an accumulation of signifiers,
because signifiers, huh, I can tell you, are scattered throughout the
world, in nature, they are there by the shovelful. For language.to
come to birth, it is already something to initiate that, for language to
be born, it was necessary that there should be-established somewhere
(16) this something that I already indicated to you in connection with
the wagér, it was Pascal’s wager, we do not remember it. In
presupposing this, the trouble is that this already presupposes the
functioning of language because what is at stake is the unconscious.

The unconscious and its 6peration, means that among the numerous

http://www.lacaninireland.com



13.1.71 | 110

signifiers that travel the world there is going to be in addition the
fragmented body. There are, all the same, things from which one can
start by thinking that they already exist. They already exist in a
certain functioning in which we would not be forced to consider the
accumulation of the signifier. It is this business about territory. Ifthe
signifier ‘your right arm’ enters the territory of your neighbour to
pick up something — these are things that happen all the time -
naturally your neighbour grasps your signifier ‘right arm’ and throws
it back over the dividing wall. This is what you very curiously call
projection, do you not, it is the way of understanding one another! It
is from é phenomenon liké that that we have to start. If your right
arm, in your neighbour’s property, was not entirely occupied in
picking apples, for example, if it had stayéd quiet, it is fairly probable
that your neighbour would have adored it, it is the origin of the
master signifier, a right arm, the sceptre. The master signifier only
needs to begin like that, right at the beginning.

U_pfbrtunately it requires a little bit more, it is an unsatisfactory
schema. Going a little further, that gives you the sceptre, right away
you see the thing materialising as signifier. The process of history
shows itself according to every testimony, in the ones that we have, a
little more complicated. It is certain that the little parable, the one
with which I first began, the arm that is thrown back from one
territory into another, it is not necessarily your arm that comes back
to you, because 31gmﬁers are not md1v1dual one does not know who
owns which. So there you see, here we enter into a different kind of
original operation as regards the function of chance and that of
myths. You construct a world, on this occasion let us say a schema, a
support divided like that into a certain number of territorial cells.
This happens at a certain level, the one at which it is a matter of

putting forward, where it is a matter of understanding a little what has

happened.

http://www.lacaninireland.com



13.1.71 I11

After all, not alone can one get an arm that is not one’s own, in the
process of expulsion that you have called, I do not kndw why,
pfojection, if it is only that, you are projected, of course, not simply
an arm which is not yours, but several other arms, so then from that

moment on, it is no longer iniportant whether it is yours or whether it

- (17) is not yours. But anyway, since after all, inside a territory, one

only knows one’s own frontiers, orie does not have to know that on
this frontier there are six other territories. You throw it a little bit- as
you wish, so then it can happen that there is a whole shower of
territories. The idea of the relationship that may exist between the
rejection of something and the birth of what I earlier called the master
signiﬁef, is certainly an idea to remember. But for it to have its
whole value, it is certainly necessary that there should have been, by
a process of chance, at certain points, an accumulation of signifiers.

 Starting from there it is possible td conceive something that might be
the birth of a language. What we see properly speaking being built
up as a first way of supporting in writing what serves as language,
gives in any case a certain idea. Everyone knows that the letter Aisa
bull’s head turned upside down, and that a certain number of |
elements like this, movable, still leave their trace. What is important,
is not to go too fast and to see there holes continue to remain. For
example, it is quite obvious that the start of this outline was already
linked to something marking the body with a possibility of ectopia
and of excursion (d’ectopie et de balade) that obviously remains
problematic. After all here again, everything is still there. We have
finally, this is a very sensitive point, that we can still test every day.
Not too long ago, again this week, something, very pretfy photos in
the newspaper, that everyone was delighted with, the possibilities of
the practice of cutting up a human being on anogher human being are
quite impressive. It is from there that everything:taned.

There remains another hole. As you know, peoplé have tormented

themselves about it, people have noted that Hegel is all very well, but
there is all the same something that he did not explain. He explains
AN
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the dialectic of the master and the siave, he does not explain how
there can be a society of masters. It is quite clear that what I have
just explained to you is certainly interesting in that, by the simple
operation of projection, of retort (rétorsion), it is clear that at the end
ofa certain number of throws, there will certainly be, I would say, a
greater average of signifiers in certain territories than in others.
Anyway, it still remains to be seen how the signifier is going to be
able to construct a society of signifiers in this territory. One should
never leave in the shadows what one does not explain, under the
pretext that one has succgéded in giving some little beginning of

explanation. -

(18) In any case, the statement of dur title this year, On a discourse
that is not a semblance, concerns something that deals with an
economy. Here we will hide (nous tairons) the a semblance from
itself, it is not a semblance of something else, it is to be taken in the
sense of the objective genitive, what is at stake is the semblance as
proper object by which there is ruled the economy of discourse. Are '
we going to say that it is also a subjective genitive? Does du
semblant concern also what gives the discourse‘? The word
subjective is the only one to be fejected here for the simple reason
that the subject only appears once there has been established
somewhere this liaison of signifiers. A subject can only be the
product of signifying articulation. A subject as such never masters in

any case this articulation but is properly speaking determined by it.

A discourse, by its nature, appears (fait semblant) as one might say to
be a success, or to be light, or to be chic. If what is stated in words is
precisely true by alwazs being very authentically what it is, at the
level we are at, of the objective and of articulation, it is then very
precisely as object of what is only produced in this aforesaid
discourse that the semBlancé is p;)sited. Hence the properly senseless
character of what is articulated and it must be said that it is here

indeeg that there is revealed what is involved in the richness of
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language, namely, that it contains a logic that surpasses by far

_everything that we succeed in crystallising of it, in detaching from it.

I employed the hypothetical form of a discourse which might not be
(ne serait pas) a semblance. Everyone knows the developments that
logic took on after Aristotle, by putting the emphasis on the |
hypothetical function. Everything that is articulated by giving the
value True of False to the articulation of the hypothesis, and
combining what results from the implication of a term within this
hypothesis, as being signalled as true. This is the inauguration of
what is called the modus ponens, and of still many other modes and
everyone knows wﬁat was made of them. It is striking, at least as far
as I know, that no.one has ever formalised the resource involved in

the use of this hypothetical in the negative.

. A striking thing, if one refers for example to what is collected about it

in my Ecrits, when someone at the epoch, a heroic epoch at which I
began to clear up the terrain of »analysis; when someone came to
contribute to the deciphering of the Verneinung. Even though m
commenting Freud letter by letter, he noticed very clearly — because
Freud says it quite literally — that the Bejahung only involves a
judgement of attribution, which means that Freud ... shows a finesse
(19) and a competence that are quite exceptional at the time he wrote
this — because only some logician who is not widely known was able
at that time to underline it — the judgement of attribution, in no way
prejudges existence. The simple positing of a Verneinung, implies
the existence of something which is very precisely what is denied. A
Ildiscourse which might not be a semblance posits that the discourse,

as I have just stated, is a semblance.

The great advantage in putting it like that is that one does not say a
semblance of what. Now, it is here of course, it is around this that I
propose to advance our statements, namely, to get to know what is

involved where it might not be a semblance. Naturally, the terrain is
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. prepared by a singular even thdugh timid step, which is the one that

Freud took in Beyond the pleasure principle.

" Here I do not want, because I cannot do any more than indicéte the
knot' formed in this statement, by repetition and enjoyment. It is in
function of this that repetition goes against the pleasure principle
which, I would say, does not recover from it. Hedonism, in the light
of analytic experience, can only go back to what it is, namely, a
philosophical myth. I mean, a myth of a perfectly defined (and clear)
class. AndI statgd last year the help that they have givento a certain
process of the master, by permitting the discourse of the master as
such to build up a knowledge. This knowledge is the knowledge of
the master. This knowledge has supposed, since the philo sophical
discourse still carries its trace, the existence over against the master
of another knowledge and, thank God, philosophical discourse did
not disappear without first pinbointing that there ought to be at the
origin a relationship between this knowledge and enjoyment. The
one who thus closed philosophical discourse, Hegel to give him his
name, naturally only sees the way’in which, through work, slavery
comes to accomplish what? -Nothing other than the knowledge of the

master.

And what is introduced, what is introduced anew by what I will call
the Freudian hypothesis? It is, in an éxtraordinarily prudent, but all
the same a syllogistic form, the following: if we call pleasure

~ principle the fact that always, by the behaviour of the living being, he
comes back to a level which is that of minimal excitation, and that
this rules his economy; if it proves to be the case that repetition is
exercised in such a way that a dangerous enjoyment, an enjoyment
that goes beyond this minimal excitation, is brought back — is it
possible, it is in this way that Freud states the question — that it could
be imagined that life, caught up itself in its cycle — it is a novelty with

(20) respect to this world which does not universally comprise it —
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that life includes this possibility of repetition which would be the

return to this world in so far as it is a semblance?

high point

I can point out to you by a drawing on the board that this involves,
instead of the series of ascending and descending curves of
excitation, all close to a limit, which is an upper limit, the poss1b111ty
of an mtensxty of excitation that can moreover go to infinity, what is
conceived as enjoyment not involving in itself, in principle, any other
limit than this lower tangent1al point, this point that we will call high
(supreme), in giving its proper sense to this word which means the
lowest point of a higher limit, in the same way as the lowest (mf ime)
is the highest point of a lower limit. The coherence given of the
mortal point, then conceived without Freud underlining it, as a
characteristic of life but in truth, what people do not think of is, in
effect, the fact that we confuse what is non-life, and which is far, my
word, from not stirring up the eternal silence of the infinite spaces
that dazed Decartes. They talk, they sing, they move about in every
(21) way, now when we look at them. What is called the inanimate
world is not dead. Death is a point, is designated as a terminal point,

a point at the term of what? Of the enjoyment of life.
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This is precisely what is introduced by the Freudian statement, one
that we cquld qualify as hyper-hedonism, if I can express myself in
this way. Who can fail to see that the economy, even that of nature,
is always a fact of diséourse_. It cannot grasp that this indicates that
nothing else could be at stake here but enjoyment in so far as it is

itself not only a fact, but an eﬁ'ect of discourse.

If something that is called the unconscious can be half-said as a
language structure, it is so that ﬁnally there can appear to us the relief
of this effect of discourse that up to then appeared to us as

impossible, namely, surplus enjoying. Does that mean, to folldw one
of my formulae, that in so far as it was impossible, it functioned as
real? I am opening up the question, because in truth, ‘nothing implies
that the irruption of the discourse of the unconscious, however

: Stammering it remains, implies anything Whatsqever? in what
preceded it, that was subjected to its structure. The discourse of the
unconscious is an emerging, it is the emerging of a certain function of
the signifier. That it existed up to then as a token, is indeed the

reason why I put it at the source of the semblance..

But the consequences of its emerging, is what ought to be introduced -
so that something ay change, which cannot change, because it is not
possible. It is on the contrary because a discourse is centred from its

effect as impossible that it will have some chance of being a

discourse that might not be a semblance.
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Seminar 2: Wednesday 20 January 1971

If I was looking through these sheets, it was not to assure myself, but
to reassure myself about what 1 said the last iime, the text of which I
do not have at the moment. I have just been complaining about it.
Remarks of this kind come back to me - I do not have to go to any
trouble for that - it happens that some people were asking themselves
at certain points of my discourse the last time as they express it, what
I was getting at (o je veux en venir), Other remarks came to me
from elSewheré, that it is very hard to hear at the back of the room. I
will try — 1 was absolufely unaware of it the 1ast-time, I thought that
the acoustics were just as good as in the previous amphitheatre — if

you don’t mind giving me a sign when my voice lowers despite

myself, I will try to do my best.

So then, at certain turning points, people may have asked themselves
the last time what I was getting at. In truth, this sort of question
seems to me to be too premature to be significant, namely, that it is

people who are far from being insignificant, people who are very well

_ informed from whom this remark was reported, and sometimes quite

calmly by themselves. It wou@ perhaps have a greater implication,
given precisely what I put forward the last time, if they were to ask
where I am starting from or even where I want you to start from.
Already, this has two meaningé, this perﬁaps means, 0 g0
somewhere, and again this may also mean, to get a move on from

where yourare. This ‘what I am getting at’ is in any case a very good

http://www.lacaninireland.com



20.1.71 ' 2

example of what I put forward about the desire of the Other: che
vuoi? What does he want? Obviously when you can say it right
away, you are much more comfortable. This is an opportunity to note
the factor of inertia that is constituted by this che vuoi, at least when
(24) you can answer it. This indeed is why in analysis one strives to

leave this question in suspense.

Nevertheless, I clearly specified the last time that here I am not in the
position of the analyst. So that in short, I believe I am obligéd to
answer this question, and in saying this I ought to give the- reason -
why I have spoken. I spoke about the semblance and I said
something that is not common knowledge; first of all, 1 insisted, T laid
stress on the fact that the semblance that presents itself as what it is, '
is the primary function of truth. There isa certain / speak fhat brings

- this about, and it is not superfluous to recall it in order to give to this

truth, which gives rise to so many logical difficulties, its correct
positioning. This is all the more important to recall in that, if there is
in Freud, to designate like that a certain tone, if there is in Freud
something revolutionary - I already warned about the excessive use
of this word - but it is certain that, if there was a moment when Freud
was revolutionary, it is in the measure that he put in the foreground a
function which is also the one, it is‘ the only common element
moreover, which is also this element that Marx contributed, namely,
to consider a certain number of facts as symptoms. The dimension of
the symptom is that it speaks, it speaks even to those who do not
know how to hear; it does not say everything, even to those who
know it. This promotion of the éymptom, is the turning point that we
are living fhrough in a certain register which, let us say, was pursued,
rumbling quietly throughout the centuries, around the theme of
knowledge. It cannot all the same be said that from the point of view
of knowledge we are completely lacking, and we clearly sense what
is éutmoded in the theory of knowledge when it is a matter of
explaining the order of a process constitufed by the fonnulations of

science. Physical science gives models of it today. The fact that we
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are, in parallel to this revolution of science, in a position that one can
qualify as being on the path of a certain truth, is what shows a certain
heterogeneity of status between the two registers. Except for the fact
that, in my teaching, and only there, an attempt is made to show their
coherence, which is not obvious, or which is not obvious for those

who, in this practice of analysis, go on about the semblance. This is
what I will try to articulate today. '

I said a second thing. The semblance is not only locatable, essential,
to designate the primary function of truth, it is -ixnpoS'é‘)ible without

this reference to qualify what is involved in diséourse. What defines
discourse, this at least is the way I tried last year to give some weight
(25) to this term by defining four of them whose titles I was only able
to recall last time, to hastily recall, at which point certain people -
found that they were out of their depth. What is to be done? 1am not

. going to go through, even rapidly, an account of what is in\}olved,

even though of course I will have to come back to it .and to show

what is involved in it. I pointed out that you could refer in the

answers described as Radiophonie in the last Scilicet, to what is

" involved in them, in what there consists this function of discourse as I

announced it last year. It is supported by four privileged places
among which one precisely remained unnamed, and precisely the one
which, gives the title of each of these discourses, by the function of
its occupant. It is when the master signifier is at a certain place that I
speak about the discourse of the Master; when a certain knowledge
also occupies it, I speak of that of the University; when the subject in
its division, fundamental for the unconscious, is in place there, I
speak about the discourse of the Hysteric, and finally when surplus
enjoying occupies it, I speak about the discourse of the Analyst. This
place, which in a way is sensitive, that of the top left, for those who
were there and who still remember, this place which is here occupied
~ in the discourse of the Master by the signifier as master, S, this place
still not designated, I am designating by its name, by the name that it

deserves, it is very precisely the place of the semblance. This shows,
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after what I stated the last time, the degree to which the signifier, as I
might say, is here at its place. Hence the success of the discourse of
the Master, the success all the same that makes it worth while to pay
attention to it for an instant, because after all, who can believe that
any master ever ruled by force? Especially at the start, because after
all, as Hegel reminds us in this admirable sleight of hand, one man is
| worth another. And if the discourse of the Master gives the basis, the
structure, the strong point around which several civilisations are
organised, it is indeed because its mainspring is all the same of a

different order to violence.

This does not mean that we are iﬁ'any Way sure that, in these facts, |
which it must be said we can Ohly articulate with the most extreme
caution, that once we pinpoint them by some term or other, as
primitive, pre-logical, archaic, and anything whatsoever of whatever
order it may be, archaic, arche, are the beginning, why? And why
would this not also be a waste prodﬁct, these primitive societies? But
nothing settles it. What is certain, is that. they show us that it is not
necessai'y for th-ings to be established in function of the discourse of
the Master; first of all the mytho-ritual configuration, which is the
best way of pinpointing them, does not necessarily imply the
(26) articulation of the discourse of the Master. Nevertheless, it must
be said, it is a certain form of alibi to interest ourselves so much in
what is not the discourse of the Master, in most cases it is a way of
" confusing things completely; while you busy yourself with that, you |
are not looking after something else. And nevertheless the discourse
of the Master is an essential articulation, and the way I éxpressed it
ought to be something that some people, I am not saying everyone,
some people, should try to get their heads afouhd. Because what is at
stake, and this I also clearly stressed the last time, what is at stake,
anything new that can happen and is called, I have always said it,
insisting on the tempering that should be applied to it, because what
is called revolutionary can only consist in a change, »in a displacement

of discourse, namely, of.each of these places. I would like in a way, ~
AN
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